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Dimensions of effectiveness and efficiency: A case study on Industry-School 
Partnerships 
Internationally, the delivery of vocational education and training (VET) is being 
challenged by increasing skills shortages in certain industries and/or rapidly 
changing skill requirements. To respond to this challenge, rigid and centralised 
state bureaucracies are increasingly adopting partnerships between schools and 
industry as a strategy to encourage school-to-work transition programs to address 
the local labour market demand. Drawing on experiences in Australia, this paper 
reports on a case study of government-led partnerships between schools and 
industry. The Queensland Gateway to industry schools initiative currently 
involves over 120 schools. The study investigated how two commonly used 
partnership principles were understood by the Gateway to industry partners. 
Twelve school-industry partnerships from four industry sectors were analysed in 
terms of the principles of ‘efficiency’ and ‘effectiveness’ derived from the 
public-private partnership literature. The study found some evidence of 
partnership activities associated with efficiency and effectiveness may be 
assigned to Gateway schools projects. However, little evidence was found that 
the above underlying principles were addressed systematically. Some of these 
partnerships were tenuously facilitated by individuals who had limited 
infrastructure or strategic support. Implications are that industry-school 
partnership stakeholders would benefit from applying partnership principles 
regarding implementation and management to ensure the sustainability of 
partnerships.  
 Keywords: Effectiveness, industry-school partnership, internal and external  
  efficiency, Gateway schools, partnership principles, public private partnership, 
 vocational education.  
 
Introduction  
The term ‘public-private partnership’ (PPP) generally describes mutually beneficial 
arrangements between the public and private sector to provide public services (Asian 
Development Bank, 2008; Robertson, Mundy, Verger, & Menashy, 2012). The nature 
of these partnerships maybe viewed as a continuum ranging from informal collaboration 
to complex formal agreements to achieve mutually beneficial goals. A key feature of 
partnerships is the shared responsibility for achieving agreed outcomes – the sharing of 
both successes and failures (Billett, Ovens, Clemans, & Seddon, 2007). Contracting for 
services and outsourcing are not considered partnerships as the service provider does 
not necessarily share a common goal with the client, rather just provides a service for a 
fee (Pillay & Hearn, 2009). The idea of a partnership appears simple and obvious; 
however, it can involve complex and multi-layered arrangements. Consequently there 
are a multitude of theoretical frameworks to conceptualise the structure and process of 
preferred partnerships (see Bovaird, 2004; Bryso, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Flynn & 
Pillay, 2013; Pillay, Watters & Hoff, 2013; Smith & Wohlstetter, 2006). 
The establishment of PPPs in the education sector is not a new concept. They are 
entrenched in education systems around the globe ostensibly to make education more 
responsive to social and economic needs (Ozga & Jones, 2006; Verger, 2012). In most 
countries, the provision of education and training has historically included partnerships 
between the government and other private and not-for-profit organisations. For 
example, in Australia, in vocational education and training (VET), the TAFE (Technical 
and Further Education) system traditionally worked with industry partners to provide 
work experiences. PPPs are also observable in the school-based apprenticeship model 
and the new work-based training facilitated by Registered Training Organisations 
(RTOs). However, in recent years, it appears that with the adoption of neo-liberal 
policies of marketisation of services, and the increased and diversified demand for 
education and training, there is a renewed interest in how partnerships may be used to 
increase efficiency and effectiveness of the delivery system of VET (Caldwell & 
Keating 2004, Ginsburg, 2012). 
 
Principles of public-private partnerships 
Increasing strain on the capacities of governments to be responsive to labour market 
demands through traditional public sector approaches led to the belief that public 
service provision could be improved by tapping into the capacities and skills of the 
private sector (Davies, 2006). Combining complementary capabilities and competencies 
from public and private sector partners should improve the provision of public services 
where single sector efforts have failed (Brinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff, 2004). This 
relationship is intended to deliver public services in a cost-effective manner; to reduce 
uncertainty; and to share practices that are timely and responsive to the needs of clients 
(Bovaird, 2004; Brinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff, 2004; Davies & Hentschke, 2006; Hodge, 
2004). As noted above, the complexity of the nature of these partnerships and the 
multitude of definitions and theoretical frameworks that have been utilised in the 
literature to describe, analyse and classify public-private partnerships create a challenge 
to navigate through this “conceptual swamp” (Dewulf, Blanken & Bult-Spiering, 2012; 
Higham & Yeomans, 2010; Robertson et al., 2012).  
In an attempt to theorise the nature of public-private partnerships Bryson, Crosby and 
Stone (2006) developed a five-fold framework that captures the key dimensions of 
partnerships. These are:  i) initial conditions to enter partnerships; ii) processes; iii) 
structure and governance (both formal and informal), iv) contingencies and constraints; 
and v) outcomes and accountabilities. In extending this work, Pillay et al., (2013) 
proposed four guiding principles that commonly underpin partnerships. These are: i) 
effectiveness; ii) efficiency; iii) equity and beneficiaries; and iv) sustainability.  
Converging the dimensions of Bryson et al., (2006) and the principles of Pillay et al., 
(2013) two principles seem to stand out when analysing PPPs; effectiveness and 
efficiency. This paper focuses on effectiveness and efficiency principles only, though 
equity and beneficiaries, and sustainability are also important partnership principles. By 
effectiveness we understand the capabilities of partnerships to produce the desired 
result, while efficiency demands to produce this result with a minimum of effort or 
expense. In taking this focussed approach we acknowledge that this paper is not as 
critically disposed to the literature, particularly regarding the political and social role 
and implications of partnerships. Flynn, Pillay and Watters (2014) address the social 
and cultural context for PPPs in a separate paper that draws on boundary crossing 
theory to understand partnerships (see also Higham & Yeomans, 2010). We briefly 
operationalize the effectiveness and efficiency principles below.   
Operationalising partnership effectiveness  
In the following, we examine some commonly noted sub-categories from the work of 
Bryson et al. (2006) and Pillay, Watters & Hoff (2013) that affect the effectiveness of 
partnerships. These are i) shared vision, ii) relationships, roles and responsibilities and 
iii) monitoring of processes to support mutually beneficial outcomes. 
Shared vision 
For partnerships to be effective, partners ideally translate a shared vision into agreed 
objectives and ensure that both informal and formal processes of accountability for 
inputs, actions and outcomes are in place (Acar & Robertson, 2004; Bovaird, 2004; 
Bryson et al., 2006; Davis, 2005). Partnership agreements that describe these details are 
noted by Bryson et al., (2006) as precondition to smooth partnership processes and 
achievement of outcomes. However, given the range of purposes and conceptualisations 
of partnerships, the effectiveness of a partnership cannot be defined externally across all 
situations but depends on particularities of each case. For example, in a study of 
successful VET partnerships, Kilpatrick and Guenther (2003) identified the importance 
of setting clear and precise objectives that allow for the monitoring of progress and 
outcomes deriving from the partnership. Achieving mutually agreed objectives based on 
a shared vision depends on attracting the right mix of knowledge, skills and practical 
capacity of partners to deliver these outcomes. Partnerships, however, are not the sum 
of separate partners’ capacities, but an integration of their capacities; otherwise, 
outsourcing and contracted services may be useful to access specialised knowledge and 
skills. 
Relationships, roles and responsibilities 
An important factor in achieving outcomes effectively is the quality of the relationship 
between partners, in terms of the ability to cooperate, respect and trust each other 
(Siddiquee, 2011). Relationships between schools and industry, it is argued by Johns et 
al. (2001), thrive on the shared engagement of all stakeholders towards achieving a 
common goal. The process is one of open communication and consultation between 
stakeholders that allows for shared ownership of projects. As a result of these mutually 
reinforcing attributes of trust, respect, support and ownership, sustainable school-
industry partnerships may be established. The notion of resource allocation and 
responsibility of individual partners is linked to agreements between partners on the 
purpose of the partnership and the appropriate knowledge and skills mix to achieve its 
objectives. Resources can be financial or in-kind (human or facilities). Responsibility 
for types and levels of resource allocations by individual partners must be clearly 
defined to ensure that risks and benefits are shared appropriately and reflect the inputs 
of individual partners. Therefore, partnership agreements should note individual 
partners’ responsibilities and describe and agree on roles and responsibilities in order to 
manage partnerships effectively (Kilpatrick & Guenther 2003). This clarification of 
roles and responsibilities is often accompanied by management structures which assist 
in focusing managerial resources on issues of governance, transparency, accountability, 
reporting and the like (Bryson et al., 2006).  
Monitoring of processes to support mutually beneficial outcomes 
Attributing outcomes of partnerships particularly in education has been a challenge 
(Dandolopartners, 2012). Partnerships often suffer from lack of sufficient consideration 
and resourcing for “documenting and monitoring” aspects of the partnership (Acar & 
Robertson, 2004, p. 336). This often is a consequence of poor planning and failure to 
articulate clear indicators of outcomes, resulting in infrequent and inconsistent 
evaluation activities, which can become a risk to the success of the partnerships. 
Evaluation may also be hindered by a lack of access to information between partners. 
As it is often difficult to attribute common outcomes of a partnership to specific inputs 
by partners, a monitoring and evaluation framework for the partnership is necessary. In 
school settings, for example, it would be difficult to attribute specific credits for student 
achievement to various partners and their specific contributions to the partnership (Acar 
& Robertson, 2004). Therefore, management procedures need to be clarified precisely 
and the allocation of attributions needs to be sufficiently detailed. 
In summary, the key issues raised above that contribute to effective partnerships are i) 
shared vision and objectives; ii) clarity of resource allocations, skills and knowledge 
mix, and roles and responsibilities of partners; and iii) governance and management 
structures that focus on monitoring the performance of partners, including agreed inputs 
and outcomes and achievement of mutual benefits.  
Operationalising partnership efficiency 
One of the arguments made by proponents of PPPs is the alleged efficiency of private 
providers of public services due to better management practices. However, given the 
existence of a variety of partnerships, efficiency is not easily quantifiable in all types of 
partnerships. For example, in the context of the provision of employment services in 
Victoria, Teicher, Alam, and Van Gramberg (2006) point out that it is more difficult to 
“define the nature, quantity and quality of service outcomes” (p. 95) than in traditional 
purchaser-provider relationships. They trace this difficulty back to the fact that the 
public partner influences both supply and demand side of these services, sets prices, and 
regulates the framework in which non-public partners operate. In this example, 
efficiency is a matter of input management (internal efficiency) rather than output or 
value of public services provided (external efficiency). In other words, evaluation of 
such initiatives focuses on the inputs defined in the evaluation literature as the activities 
and resources needed to realize the intended outcomes of a program (Cooksy, Gill, & 
Kelly, 2001). An example of the envisaged external efficiency of PPPs is outcomes of 
the Gateway to Industry initiative (detailed in this paper), namely increased 
participation by students in the relevant industry sector. According to the program logic 
model (Cooksy et al., 2001) inputs do not necessarily indicate the desired outputs and 
outcomes of the program. Thus in partnerships, it is just as important to have clear 
understanding of input responsibilities as it is to monitor outcomes. 
Monitoring, evaluating, and reporting 
The literature cautions that the partnership itself (input efficiency) often becomes a 
more important object of monitoring and evaluation than the achievement of mutual 
goals. Internal efficiency is thus mistakenly equated with external efficiency, for 
example, when the focus of examining a partnership’s efficiency tends to be on soft 
issues such as relationships and processes instead of agreed tangible outcomes (Haque, 
2004). Haque elaborates these soft issues by noting examples of  the use of “certain 
criteria such as the level of each partner’s satisfaction, effectiveness of conflict 
resolution, equity and accountability among partners, transparency in partnership, 
compliance of partners with mutually agreed contract or obligations, and so on” (p. 
279). A partnership may excel in these criteria and yet not achieve outcomes for the 
beneficiaries. Therefore, an overly supply-side driven partnership needs to be tempered 
by ensuring sufficient focus is maintained on the outcomes. 
In this paper, we examine the case of PPPs in the education sector in Queensland, 
Australia, known as the Gateway to Industry initiative. We analyse views of 
representatives from 12 schools and four industry sectors regarding the dimensions of 
effectiveness and efficiency as outlined above. In the following, we provide the 
background to the Gateway Schools project and detail our aims and methodology. The 
remainder of the paper discusses key findings.  
The Gateway School-Industry project 
In 2005, the Queensland State Government embarked on strategies aimed at increasing 
industry-school engagement (DET, 2008; Skills Queensland 2010). One of the 
initiatives, the Gateway Schools project, is the focus of this research. This government-
led initiative is not entirely new. Rather, it is an extension of earlier industry school 
links that existed in Australia since the mid-1990s. School-industry programs began in 
1995 and had been “a curriculum feature of most secondary schools” by 1999 (Malley, 
Robinson, Ainley, & Australian Council for Educational Research 2001, p. VIII). 
The Gateway Schools project involves six major industry sectors (Agribusiness, 
Aerospace, Building and Construction, Manufacturing and Engineering, Mining and 
Energy, and Wine Tourism) partnering with currently over 120 schools throughout 
Queensland (see QLD Government, 2013). The objectives of the Gateway Schools 
project as noted in the 2010 annual report are (i) “student understanding, trialling and 
self-selecting into careers” (ii) “student participation in employment and gateways to 
further education” and (iii) “sustainable partnerships between school and industry to 
maintain links and opportunities for students into the future” (Skills Queensland 2010, 
p. 17).  
Purpose 
The study reported here aims to provide an empirical analysis of two of the key 
dimensions, effectiveness and efficiency, derived from the PPP literature as it is applied 
to the implementation of partnerships within the Gateway schools initiatives. The two 
key dimensions discussed above and the respective attributes derived for each 
dimension from the literature will be used as a basis for our analysis.  
Methodology 
A qualitative exploratory case study approach was adopted to investigate partnerships 
within four of the six Gateway project industry sectors – Aerospace, Building and 
Construction, Manufacturing and Engineering, and Minerals and Energy. The Building 
and Construction partnership is facilitated by a single project manager, where the others 
are governed by representative agencies. Given the mixed uptake of this partnership 
initiative by industry sectors and schools, these above four sectors were selected as 
those that present with sufficient data for application within this paper. Similarly, data 
collection was further targeted to 12 State-run high schools that were deemed to be 
committed to the project. Although over 120 schools and six industry sectors are 
involved in PPPs as part of the Gateway initiative, data collection was guided by the 
need to have sufficiently rich data that may increase saturation of views. All schools are 
located in the geographically dispersed State of Queensland. The geography of 
Queensland poses a significant staffing challenge, hence the government imposes 
mandatory placement of teachers in remote locations. Students in Queensland are 
afforded broad opportunities and further school-to-work pathways into VET and higher 
education. There were a total of 16 participants, usually principals and/or other school 
personnel nominated by them, such as Heads of Department involved in Gateway 
School project activities, as well as industry liaison personnel. The industry participants 
included those directly involved with schools and apprentices. For instance, the industry 
company manager in the Minerals and Energy partnership has been involved in the 
recruitment and training of apprentices for over 20 years, in which time he worked 
closely with schools in close proximity to local coal mine sites. Sampling was purposive 
to capture the Gateway School project personnel only and participants were invited to 
participate in one-hour long semi-structured interviews. The sixteen interviews were 
conducted at schools by researchers (see Table 1) 
Table 1. Research participants, industry sector and roles. 
Industry  Interviewees 
Aviation 
Code: AV 
Principal (AV1)  Teacher,  aircraft 
mechanic  &  pilot  
(AV2) 
Head  of  technology 
teacher  (AV3) 
Teacher, 
pilot (AV4) 
Building  & 
construction 
Code: BC 
Project  manager 
(BC1) 
Teacher (BC2) Ex‐principal  &  Construction  Skills 
Queensland board member (BC3) 
Manufacturing  & 
engineering 
Code :ME 
Industry 
apprentices 
(ME1) 
Engineering  industry 
representative (ME2) 
High  Tech  industry 
representative (ME3) 
Principal 
(ME4) 
Minerals & energy 
Code MIN 
Industry 
apprentice 
manager (MIN1) 
Industry  liaison 
(MIN2) 
Mining  academy 
representative 
(MIN3) 
Principal 
(MIN4) 
Note: AV, Aviation; BC, Building and Construction, ME, Manufacturing and Engineering; MIN, 
Minerals and Mining.  Numbers refer to specific participating individuals. 
 
All interviews were audio-recorded (with participant permission) and transcribed. 
Transcriptions were then coded using NVivo software to conduct a content analysis 
(Saldaña, 2009). Codes were grouped into themes. The themes reflected the topics on 
which the interview questions were developed. The topics, in turn, were guided by the 
literature. Coding and thematic analysis was conducted by two research assistants and 
corroborated by the research team.  Discrepancies in coding were resolved by 
discussion. 
 
Key Findings and Discussion 
The purpose of the study was to research how partners understood and contributed to 
underlying principles of effectiveness and efficiency and their attributes. The indicators 
of the two principles noted in the literature review were used as prior themes to 
interrogate the data. There was evidence of an appreciation of the indicators in the data, 
but their manifestation varied between the two partners. These manifestations are 
illustrated below using the sub-categories described in the literature review section 
earlier.  
Principle 1: Effectiveness of Gateway partnerships 
In analysing the effectiveness dimension, we discuss our key findings in terms of the 
factors for partnership effectiveness outlined above. Each factor will be discussed in 
turn: shared vision; relationships, roles and responsibilities; and, mutually beneficial 
outcomes. 
Establishing a shared vision for Gateway partnerships 
In regard to the first effectiveness factor, shared vision, the following are considered in 
relation to the data: (a) shared vision that translates into agreed objectives; (b) actual 
agreements or memorandums of understanding between partners; (c) attracting the right 
mix of knowledge, skills and capacity of partners to deliver outcomes. Figure 1 presents 
a collection of representative quotations from the data that will be referred to within the 
discussion, signified by their relevant codes. 
There was evidence of a shared vision for partnerships, where the purpose and 
objectives were documented in formal agreements in the Building and Construction and 
Minerals and Energy partnerships (BC1, MIN2). The Building and Construction 
agreement was aligned to construction companies involved in the upgrade of a section 
of a major freeway. Continuity of work experience for students after the completion of 
the freeway upgrade challenges the sustainability of this arrangement. In contrast, 
multiple Minerals and Energy agreements between one large company and three schools 
were not dependent on a short-term project, but on long-term coal mining leases.  
  The Aviation partnership showed the ability to engage high profile stakeholders 
by enlisting their commitment to a shared vision. Highly experienced industry 
representatives helped to operationalize a shared vision by participating in school-based 
activities over time. In the Manufacturing and Engineering partnership the data showed 
that a shared vision was developed and led by a group of proactive school principals 
(ME4). They demonstrated capacity for interdependency by developing a shared vision 
for their region – a major contributing factor to their collective effectiveness.  
We had executives from Qantas 
fly up from Melbourne for the 
week. So Qantas is involved, 
Aviation Australia which is a 
training organisation, Virgin, 
Australian Aerospace Limited 
were quite big supporters (AV3). 
Aviation ‐ I had a letter of 
support from Boeing, a letter of 
support from Australian 
Aerospace, a letter of support 
from Qantas.  So we had some 
serious players sitting around, 
helping us out there (AV1). 
In some cases they had 
memorandum of understanding 
with schools that, a school that 
they would take on 20 
apprentices from the exiting 
Year 12’s from that particular 
school.  And, as a company they 
had allegiances with a number of 
schools (BC1). 
A few years ago we looked at a 
memorandum of understanding 
with the school.  I think we need 
to support the schools as much 
as we physically can.  I don’t 
know if it would change, even if 
we did a formalised partnership 
(MIN1). 
Shared Vision 
Excellent companies to work 
with, McCoskers, civil 
contractors, gold and silver 
contractors, Origin Alliance have 
all got school‐based programs 
going and, and are big 
employers (BC1). 
We do have partnership 
(agreements) with all our high 
schools, plus obviously the 
Minerals Academy.  So that’s 
your localised approach and 
your top one, which is great 
because they drive the strategy 
for the schools (MIN2). 
As principals, we’re not precious 
about our patch.  It’s about 
young people in our town.  And 
being in a regional area, it was 
very important that we have 
that attitude and that collegial 
acceptance that this is for this 
particular region (ME4). 
I think it’s the collegiality and 
the sharing of knowledge and 
training.  The way in which we’re 
able to present students in our 
community, the outcomes for 
young people.  And industry, I 
mean, this town is, industry‐wise 
(ME4). 
Figure 1. Representative quotations on shared vision 
 
To present a balanced account of the data, there was not always evidence of a shared 
vision among partners; in one instance a school principal explicitly lamented the lack of 
a common vision that apparently hindered clustering schools together. Furthermore, in 
some schools the partnership was initiated by individual teachers hoping to open 
employment pathways for their students. Therefore, initially there may not have been a 
shared vision between the school and the industry partner but as the arrangements grew 
and became formalised it required some form of agreement because of the health and 
safety issues when students were required to attend industrial sites.   
Overall the data showed an organic approach to the establishment of a shared vision. 
Consequently, objectives were not always well planned and documented. However, it 
was noted that this approach did not necessarily inhibit the effectiveness of the 
partnerships. Interestingly, a shared vision specific to Gateway School partnerships was 
found to exist as described by the majority of participants, although it did not 
necessarily explicitly translate to end beneficiaries, i.e. students. 
Relationships, roles and responsibilities 
The second important effectiveness factor, relationships, roles and responsibilities, is 
considered in relation to the Gateway partnership data across the four industry-school 
partnerships. Figure 2 presents a collection of representative quotations from the data 
that will be used in the discussion and inserted with their relevant codes. 
Aviation  Business  Week,  Year 
11s work as company airlines. 
The biggest part with that week 
is  the  business  mentors. 
Mentors  work  with  the  same 
team  for  the  week,  and  they 
come  and  go  as  they  can, 
because  to  be  released  from 
industry for a whole week is at a 
big cost to the business (AV3). 
I  teach  aerospace.  But  it's  my 
background,  I'm  ex‐Royal 
Australian Airforce,  as  a  ground 
technician and also I'm a pilot on 
the  outside,  got  the  pilot's 
licence,  so  much  of  what  I'm 
teaching  is  coming  from 
experience (AV2). 
With my teaching experience 
and  with  Alan  being  an  ex 
headmaster at a  school.   He 
was  in  charge  of 
Construction  Skills 
Queensland.  He  and  I 
decided  that  quite  often 
committees can have a lot of 
meetings  with  not  many 
outcomes.   And  let’s  just get 
in  there  and do  this  (BC2 & 
BC3). 
I’m  the  key  contact  for  the 
schools.    We  do  a  lot  of 
coordination  about  getting  our 
professionals  into  the  schools, 
getting  the  kids  out  on  the 
(mine)  site,  making  sure  they 
understand  the  process  of 
mining (MIN2). 
  
Relationships, Roles & 
Responsibilities  
So  at  the  moment  our 
industry  partners  would 
include  Construction  Skills 
Queensland,  we  have  a 
number  of  small 
organisations  around,  civil 
contractors,  building 
contractors, that support our 
work  placement  program 
(BC2 & BC3). 
It’s  that  negotiation  with  the 
school.    Do  these  dates  suit 
you?   We’ll  come on  this date, 
can  you  give  us  the  phone 
number of the tuckshops so we 
can organise  catering?    Its  that 
level of engagement (MIN3). 
I'm happy  to play a greater  role 
with  engaging  schools  and 
students with the business, with 
a  certain degree of  control.    To 
support  schools  and  having 
teachers  come  across  and 
spending  some  time  (in 
industry),  I'm  not  opposed  to 
that either (ME2). 
There's a  lot  of  theory  as 
well, but like I said it's easier 
to  talk  to our  teachers here 
and  stuff,  because  they're 
more  like  kind  of  a  boss 
(ME1). 
Figure 2. Representative quotations on relationships, roles and responsibilities 
Across the entire dataset there was consistent emphasis on the importance of 
relationships between partners, which in turn ensured that roles and responsibilities 
were taken more seriously and executed in a professional manner.  Figure 2 illustrates 
this by highlighting the willingness of industry to release people from regular jobs to 
participate in week long activities with students (AV3).  Provisioning access to industry 
personnel by the schools demonstrates the quality of relationships and genuine 
commitment between partners.  Moreover, these types of in-kind activities are actually 
at a considerable cost to industry as evidenced in some of the Gateway partnerships. 
The wages and lack of productivity when personnel are visiting schools on a regular 
basis can be considered a cost to the industry. The Building and Construction 
partnership was found to take a different approach, choosing not to form a committee 
representative of partners, but instead installing a project manager to work as a direct 
conduit between partners (BC2 & BC3).  In terms of project outcomes the approach 
appeared effective. However, it remains unclear as to whether a more consolidated 
approach would have resulted in greater outcomes and benefits for students. Clearly, 
partnerships that focussed on strengthening relationships among partners (irrespective 
of whether this was through an agency or directly with companies in the sector) were 
more easily able to operationalize activities and therefore presumably more effective.  
Within each partnership a range of key roles were found to contribute to effectiveness. 
Teachers were instrumental in a number of ways, particularly in regard to coordination 
of various activities and in the delivery of industry-based curriculum in the classroom 
(AV3, ME1). Salient data from an interview with three apprentices highlighted how 
they had benefitted from the role that teachers adopted in industry-based classes, when 
compared with regular classes. Equally, industry people were found to play a key role in 
negotiating and coordinating industry-based activities, for example, work experience 
and site tours (MIN2, MIN3, BC2, BC3). There was evidence across the data from 
industry people who accepted responsibility for training teachers within an industry 
context (ME2). 
In the Minerals and Energy partnership, roles and responsibilities were described clearly 
by the school principal and a company representative (MIN4, MIN2). The school 
principal’s role was described in terms of strong leadership, supporting a culture of 
change and ‘selling’ the industry-related activities. The industry liaison person was 
described as key to the success of the partnerships, particularly through developing 
strong and meaningful relationships with school staff.  The significance of this role is 
underlined by other schools, for instance, staff at a regional school attributed their weak 
mining industry partnership to the ineffectiveness of the industry liaison person.  Not 
surprisingly, the clarification of roles combined with the quality of relationships 
between key stakeholders affected partnership effectiveness throughout all schools. It 
must be acknowledged that having roles and responsibilities noted in an agreement does 
not necessarily mean they will be enacted as agreed. It is the relationship formed 
between partners that ensures this enactment. In PPP relationships are the central 
attribute that influences the effectiveness of the partnership unlike contracted fee for 
service arrangements, where relationships are secondary. 
Mutually beneficial outcomes 
The third important effectiveness factor, mutually beneficial outcomes, is considered in 
relation to the Gateway partnership data across four industries. Figure 3 presents a 
collection of representative quotations from the data that will be used in the discussion 
and inserted with their relevant codes. 
 
I  think  you've  got  to  be 
respectful  of  them  (industry).  
You  don't  want  to  be  asking 
them  every  five  minutes  for 
something.    You  want  to 
maintain  the  relationship  with 
them.    I've  organised  career 
weeks,  they  might  just  have  a 
week  of  classes  where  you  just 
get  all  different  industry,  air 
traffic  controllers,  cabin  crew, 
pilots,  just  all  different  varieties 
just to help kids (AV4). 
I  believe  it's  (partnership)  there 
to basically support  the  industry 
and support the students, to give 
them  a  leg  up  or  a  stepping 
stone  into  the  various  areas  of 
the industry.  We've got students 
here  ‐  obviously  we've  got  the 
pilots  and  the  engineers,  but 
we've  got  quite  a  few  of  the 
students who have gone through 
and  are  wanting  to  go  into  the 
business area and have done  so 
(AV2). 
When  a  young  person  with  a 
Cert II  in Construction Pathways, 
which  should  set  them  up,  it 
actually  disadvantages  them 
because  when  they  gain 
employment  they  have  to  be 
paid a second years wages rather 
than first year wages (BC1). 
Currently  as  a  school  I’ve  put  a 
proposal  to  them  (industry  and 
community  council)  around 
saying  let’s  look  at  education 
and  training  for  all  the  districts 
surrounds and say, if we’re going 
to  do  it  properly,  let’s  make  it 
one spot  (school), where people 
go (MIN4). 
Mutually Beneficial Outcomes 
A  Training  Manager  for 
Hutchinson  Builders  decided 
they  would  adopt  a  ‘grow  your 
own’  policy  and  so  they 
embarked  on  employing  200 
apprentices  state  wide.  
Currently  the  largest  privately 
owned  company  employing 
apprentices at  the moment  they 
have  about  160  on  the  books 
(BC1). 
Industry will say this is one of my 
pipelines of supply of labour into 
my  sector.   While  I’m  getting  a 
good  supply  of  labour,  I’ll  play, 
but  as  soon  as  I  don’t  need  as 
many  (apprentices),  or  as  soon 
as  I  get  a  couple  of  bad  eggs, 
then it can be a turnoff (MIN5). 
So  they  would  do  English  and 
Maths on Monday and Tuesday, 
and  then  it will be  a day  at  the 
Trade Training Centre, as in what 
does your employer  require you 
to  learn  before  you  come  to 
them. So some of  those skillsets 
are  taught  within  a  simulation. 
Then  they  go  two  days  in  the 
workforce. (ME2). 
 
Interviewer:  How  much  did 
(Gateway  program)  help  you  in 
your apprenticeship now? Well, I 
reckon  it  would  have  helped  a 
lot,  because  when  we  got  into 
the  apprenticeship  half  the 
people  there  that  hadn't  used 
any of  it, you know the basics of 
how  to  use  the  lathe  and  stuff 
like that (ME1). 
Figure 3. Representative quotations on mutually beneficial outcomes. 
 
Participants generally agreed that partnerships need to result in mutual benefits. In the 
Gateway schools project the end beneficiaries were students. It was expected that 
through exposure to different industry sectors increased numbers of students would be 
continuing onto post-secondary education either in apprenticeship programs or higher 
education studies. As student outcome data are conflated with expectations of the 
general education system, it is difficult to separate the student beneficiary of the 
Gateway school project. However, to support student post-secondary pathways there are 
processes, programs and capacity building necessary at the school level which have 
definitely benefited. Schools were consistently aware of not putting too much pressure 
on industry, in terms of what resources (funds, site visits, access to industry experts) 
could be afforded (AV4). Instead, most participants recognised the need to balance their 
expectations with realistic resource allocations.  
The data showed that mutual benefits are described as those that support industry and 
students (AV2).  However, it was also noted in the data that mutual benefits were 
threatened when demand for apprentices reduced due to economic fluctuations as 
evidenced in the recent impact of the Minerals and Energy partnership (MIN5). 
Unintended financial implications were also observed in the Building and Construction 
partnership. For instance, students undertaking a school-based apprenticeship were 
offered a certificate II level qualification (rather than cert I level) that actually 
disadvantaged them from gaining employment.  A higher qualification would appear on 
the surface to have mutual benefits to the employer and the apprentice.  In practice, 
there is a requirement for employers to pay higher wages for a commencing apprentice 
with a certificate II qualification. Participant employers in this study argue that the cost 
benefits are unrealistic for an apprentice with minimal industry experience, despite the 
certificate II qualification (BC1).  From a macro perspective, mutual benefits were 
observed in the data where one large company decided to employ 200 apprentices, 
which resulted in a mutually beneficial strategy to engage with schools to employ 
school-based apprentices (BC1). However, this could have been achieved through 
contracted arrangements. 
 
Mutual benefits were apparent where industry showed a level of commitment beyond 
cash or in-kind donations. One industry liaison officer in the Minerals and Energy 
partnership (MIN2) commented that in order to achieve some kind of benefit for young 
people, industry would have to provide work placements. Completing VET certificates 
typically includes an on-the-job component through which students can demonstrate 
workplace competencies. The liaison officer described that the school partnership with 
local industry provides 60 students per year with the opportunity to complete their 
practical course requirements. Equally, industry benefits from offering work placements 
as students gain introductory knowledge of mining operations (MIN1, MIN2).  
Davies & Hentschke (2006) argue that one of the mutual benefits of partnerships 
between schools and industry is access to industry expertise to solve problems that are 
overwhelming for schools, such as providing “real world” experiences in workplaces 
(ME1). Practical workplace experiences of students not only imbue them with 
workplace skills but also assist them in getting to know the everyday routine of 
envisaged trades as a basis for their decision-making process for post-school pathways. 
Despite schools responding to industry needs in terms of education and training in areas 
of skills shortages, a problem described by one Minerals and Energy industry 
participant was the inflexible nature of school-based apprenticeship training programs 
(ME2). The problem is not solely caused by the structured nature of school timetabling, 
but also by the inflexible practices of registered training providers. This problem is part 
of a broader issue associated with the delivery of VET in Australia, where employers 
are left without apprentices for up to six weeks while they undertake block training. To 
address this issue, some training providers are offering more flexible options that 
involve on the job training (ME2). 
To conclude this section on mutually beneficial outcomes of partnerships, the 
researchers of this study emphasise the importance of all partners in balancing 
expectations by appreciating the respective constraints. Moreover, the data in this study 
provides evidence of the achievement of mutual benefits when this balance is 
maintained. As noted earlier, despite the above evidence of mutual benefits, it must be 
recognised that the majority of the benefits is attributed to the partners. There is 
insufficient data available to assess the direct impact of this initiative on the students. 
There are some proxy measures being explored which will be reported in a future 
analysis. The next section of this paper will discuss and present findings on how 
efficiency works within Gateway partnerships.     
Principle 2: Efficiency of Gateway partnerships 
As described under the section on principles of partnerships, there are two types of 
efficiency, internal and external. It is, however, problematic to clarify precisely the 
extent to which any specific funding or activity contributes to outcomes, be they 
internal in the timely provision of access to industry visits or external in the career 
uptake in skill shortage areas. This is due firstly, to the design of the Gateway project 
which evolved from previous similar government projects where no baseline data were 
captured. Secondly, the lack of differentiation between general school programs and the 
Gateway program made it difficult to separate general school and VET program data. 
Finally, there is little evidence that partners have kept precise records of outcomes. 
Schools are insufficiently resourced to track outcomes of their partnerships and they 
have not been provided with a student pathway tracking system (database) to undertake 
this task. Equally, industry partners are generally ill equipped for long term tracking of 
trainees. Addressing this issue is a current initiative of the Australian government to 
implement a unique student identifier number that tracks the pathway of a student from 
school through to further education and vocational training. The system will be effective 
in 2015 (Department of Industry, 2014). Taking into account the above issues, the data 
remains unclear in relation to efficiency. Nevertheless, despite these challenges, 
interview data show many instances of partnership efficiency that are noteworthy and 
discussed below.   
Internal efficiency 
Regarding internal efficiency the funding of Gateway partnership activities and 
allocation of resources remains a key issue for schools given the lack of sufficient 
planning in the initial stages. Furthermore, most of the resourcing is on an annual basis 
which makes long term planning difficult. In most instances, schools do not receive 
direct funding from industry or any additional funding from the education department. 
The quote below describes the issue:  
The majority of the commitment from industry is in kind, there’s not a lot of cash.  Virgin 
Australia did put scholarships up, when (Aviation) school first opened, to the value of 
$30,000 and, for that, we had an agreement between State government and Virgin for that 
sponsorship deal.  I guess the support from the industry is more where they’ve allocated 
time to either visit the school or take visitors (AV1). 
The Head of Department of one school stated that he received “not one cent” from 
industry (AV3). Others mention subsidies for buses that take students to excursions to 
the airport or subsidies for staff professional development, or industry sponsored prizes 
for student and teacher awards. It was generally “hard to put a dollar value on in-kind, 
or how much in-kind actually occurs” (AV1) for most respondents. In the absence of 
certainty about funding and timely delivery of resources, much is negotiated as the need 
arises. This has significant implication for internal efficiency and presents considerable 
challenges for management to support the Gateway activities. The fragmented mix of 
in-kind and cash support adds an additional layer of reporting in ensuring transparency 
and accountability of value-for-money. The vagueness of the partnership agreement 
including a failure to even quantify resource inputs leaves no possibility to evaluate 
their efficient allocation in the achievement of outcomes.   
In contrast, some schools have stringent accountability measures in place. In the 
Building and Construction partnership, a teacher explains that most of their funding is 
from the government which is ear marked, and hence, there is a level of certainty so 
“we’ve opened our books to the government since that is where the funding is coming 
from; this is how we’re spending it; this is what account it’s in; this is where it all goes.  
So, it’s very open and auditable as you’d expect” (BC2).  However, in rural schools in 
mining towns, the picture is different. Here, large international mining firms seek to 
actively support schools in preparing the prospective local workforce for them and are 
willing to spend large amounts of money on VET for high school students. At the same 
time, this investment is also regarded as building bridges to the local community and 
showing corporate social responsibility. The school principal explains that their major 
partner, an international mining corporation, provides them “with significant financial 
support [$105,000 p.a. over three years]” (MIN4). The funds are utilised to hire 
qualified trade trainers and administrative support. Availability of industry funds within 
the Gateway partnership remains highly context specific with location, material 
capabilities of partners, and personal networks between stakeholders influencing the 
availability and level of funding.  
 
External Efficiency 
Analysing the external efficiency of the Gateway school project provides similar 
challenges to tracking beneficiaries noted above. Since the Gateway project emerged 
with limited planning, it may be difficult to ascertain any attempts by stakeholders to 
clearly identify and evaluate indicators that represent external efficiency of partnerships. 
Again, in the absence of clear outcome indicators, proxies may be used to illustrate 
external efficiency of the partnership. The following discussion presents some examples 
of partnership outcomes found in the interview data.  For instance, the Aviation 
partnership which was the first industry sector to start the project seems to have realised 
intended objectives, with students proceeding to pilot cadetships with the Airforce and 
with Cathay Pacific. The exact number, however, is not known (AV4).  The Building 
and Construction partnership has had considerable success in producing school-to-work 
transitions for students from early in the project. As noted in the interview with BC1, it 
was stated that 42 students of 48 secured apprenticeships prior to completing Year 12. 
Individual outcomes were also observed in the data. For example, an engineering 
industry representative described an excellent apprentice who came through the 
Gateway program and proceeded to study mechanical engineering (ME3). In contrast, 
there was also evidence of unrealised outcomes in the Minerals and Energy partnership, 
where a major employer described how “over the last five years they had 100 apprentice 
positions that were never filled because kids were not of a good standard” (MIN1). The 
problems associated with this partnership have since been rectified, which also 
demonstrates an improvement in the internal efficiency of the partnership. External 
efficiency in terms of impacting on government policy has also been non-evident. None 
of the respondents thought the Gateway project impacted on the policies of either the 
school system or of the skills training system despite the project being in operation for 
over 10 years and still on-going.      
 
Conclusion 
This paper provided an empirical examination of the principles of effectiveness and 
efficiency as drawn from the literature on international PPPs, applied to partnerships in 
education in Queensland, Australia, known as the Gateway to Industry school initiative. 
To reiterate, this government-led initiative has the three objectives of (i) “student 
understanding, trialling and self-selecting into careers” (ii) “student participation in 
employment and gateways to further education” and (iii) “sustainable partnerships 
between school and industry to maintain links and opportunities for students into the 
future” (Skills Queensland 2010, p. 17). The findings as described in the preceding 
section provide a mixed picture of the extent to which these principles had been 
accommodated in the establishment, management and implementation of Gateway 
partnerships.  
Due to a limited design process many partnerships appeared to be arranged tenuously 
and based on established networks. The quality of relationships between stakeholders, 
meaning trust, respect, and personnel drive and commitment guided partners in the 
management of partnerships despite formal agreements. The role of individuals at the 
local level cannot be understated, as it was often through personal contacts and social 
activities in the community that partnerships were brokered and sustained. Little 
evidence was found to make partners accountable for inputs/outputs or to make 
partnership processes transparent. This may be due to the largely informal nature of the 
partnerships in the projects. In cases where written agreements existed, these served a 
purpose only in the establishment phase of partnerships but soon took a subordinate role 
to the reliance on effective relationships in the maintenance of partnerships. This may 
have benefits but also bears risks of complacency which, consequently, undermines any 
monitoring and evaluation processes. Many partnerships thus became vulnerable caused 
by a change of key personnel. This process was thought to derail existing partnerships.  
Funding in terms of finances and in-kind support was generally ad hoc and episodic, if 
available at all. This constrains the ability to plan constructively and undermines any 
efforts aimed at a long term development approach. Schools in the Aerospace and the 
Minerals and Energy partnerships (when located near industry partners) benefitted from 
the provision of work placements, apprenticeships and traineeships, and site visits. The 
Building and Construction partnership had an interesting flexible model which aligned 
with large infrastructure and building projects to seek work placements. However, the 
general economic downturn in the wake of the Global Financial Crisis affected the 
Aerospace and the Building and Construction partnerships, with work placements 
discontinuing and job opportunities ceasing.  
Given the lack of measurable outcomes and tracking of Gateway students, no 
quantifiable data were available to evaluate unequivocally the impact of this project on 
students’ post-school employment. Where the project appeared to have succeeded was 
in its aim to provide students with “understanding, trialling and self-selecting into 
careers” (Skills Queensland, 2010, p. 17). Anecdotal feedback responses 
overwhelmingly agreed that activities and opportunities, provided by partnerships 
enabled students to base post-school pathway decisions upon their participation in the 
Gateway Schools initiative. In summary, it appears that the intention underpinning the 
Gateway school initiative is wise, but the design and implementation process could 
benefit from adopting a consultative process and drawing on existing PPP literature to 
better understand why some PPPs are successful, whereas others have mixed results. As 
Higham and Yeomans (2010) acknowledge, partnerships are complex and fluid. It 
therefore requires some mechanism to manage and monitor the outcomes.  Thus far, for 
practitioners who seek to establish similar projects, it appears that a closer examination 
of theoretical underpinnings of partnerships will enable stakeholders to create 
successful PPPs in education.  
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